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N a Letter to Mr. Dodell, upon eccafion 
of his late Diſcourſe concerning the Na- 
ture of the Soul, the following Argument 
was among others particularly made 
uſe of, to prove the Inmateriality and natural 
Immortality of the Soul. R 


© The fame thing, viz. that the Soul camot Letter to 
* poſſibly be Material, is moreover demonſtra- Ar. Dod. 


© ble from the ſingle conſideration even of “ Pag. 


bare Senſe and Conſciquſneſs itſelf, For, 35" 


Matter being a diviſible Subſtance, conſiſt- 
ing always of ſeparable, nay of actually Se- 
" parate and Diftin& Parts; 'tis plain, unleſs - 
it were eſſentially conſcious, in which caſe 
every Particle of Matter muſt conſiſt of in- 


* numerable ſeparate and diftin& |Coofciouſ- 


neſſes, no Syſtem of it in any poſſible Com- 
| A 2 * poſition 
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[ 4] 
e © poſition or Diviſion can be an Individual 
* conſcious Being. For ſuppoſe three, or 

© three hundred, Particles of Matter, at 2 

© Mile, or any given diſtance, one from ano- 

© ther; is it poſſible that all thoſe ſeparate 

© Parts ſhould in that State be one Individu- 
Lal conſcious Being? Suppoſe then all theſe 

© Particles 'brought together into one Syſtem, 

*ſo as to touch one another; will they there- 

by, or by any Motion or Compoſition what- 

© ſdeyer, become any whit leſs truly difſtin& 

6 Beings,” then they were at the greateſt di- 
© ſtance? How then can their being diſpoſed 


in any ' poſſible ' Syſtem, make them one 


Individual (Conſcious Being? If you ſuppoſe 
© God by his Infinite Power ſyperadding Con- 
* ſciouſneſs to the united Particles, yet ſtill 
© thoſe Particles, being really and neceſſarily 
a8 diftin& Beings as ever, cannot be them- 
* ſelves; the Subject in which that Individual 
. * Conſciouſneſs -inheres ; . but the Conſciouſ- 
- © neſs can only be ſuperadded by the ad litian 


* of Something, which in all the Particles 


* muſt ſtill it felf be but one Individual Be- 
ing. The Soul therefore, whoſe Power of 
* Thinking is undeniably one Individual Con- 
ſciouſneſs, cannot poſſibly be à Material 
© Subltance. © of -.  -; Tie if na - N ITE; 


. * 
4 


> A Letter To invalidate the force of this Ar ument, 


| x "mag the following Objections have been 8 


: ftered to 
marks on a the publick. * © * POIs"; 


N 


pretended © I. That * an Individual Power may reſide 
_ ; in a Material Syſtem which conſiſts of actu- 


&c. pag · ally ſeparate and diſtin& parts; That an 
} Individual Power can be lodged by God in. 


12 


5 1831 
© or ſaperadded to That which is not an in- 
© dividual Being; or it may follow: from the ' .- 
© Compoſition or Modification of a Material | 
© Syſtem conſiſting of actually ſeparate and 

* diſtin Particles; and if ſo, then the very 

Soul and ftrength of the foregoing Demonſtra- 

tion is gone. That as to this, Matter of 

Fact is fo plain and obvious, that a Man 
camt turn his Eye, but he will meet with Ma- 
terial Syſtems, wherein there are Individual 
powers, which are not in every one nor in any 

' one of the Particles that compoſe them, when 

' taken apart and conſidered ſingly. That 2 

' Roſe, for Example, conſiſts of ſeveral Parti- 

cles which ſeparately and ſingly want 2 

' Power to produce that agreeable Senſation 

'we experience in them when 'united ; And 
therefore either each of the Particles in that 
Union contributes to the Individual Power 
which is the external cauſe of our Senſation 5 

or elſe God ſuperadds the Power of produ? 

; cing that Senſation in us, upon the Union of 

; the Particles. That this may be the Caſe 

, of Matters Thinking. Thoſe Particles 

, which compoſe the Brain may under that 
Modification, either haye the Power of 
Thinking neceſſarily flowing from them, ot 

elſe may have the Power of Thinking ſu- 

. peradded to them by the Power of God, 

tho' ſingly and ſeparately they may not have 

the Power of Thinking. Aud That the Fal- 

lacy. of the fore-mentioned Argument lies in 
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le ' this, that by an Individual Power it there 
+ WW veant a Power that can only proceed from, 
n or recide in an Individual Being: Which 
n, EL 


( 6 a plain beggiog of the Queſtion. 


T u. That 
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© the ſole Reaſon urged, why a Syſtem of 


A at leaſt in order to its being a Subje to which 


© it may be poſlible for God to ſuperadd 
power of Thinking, * l 


F pag 9. 
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II. That though a Syſtem of Matter wird 
allawed not to be capable of Thinking, yet t it 
© is evident, that, according to the foregoing Ar. 
« gumert , the ſeparate and diſtinct Parts of 
© Matter are capable of having a Power of 
Thinking, or an Individual Conſciouſneſs 
* ſuperadded to each of them; becauſe” the 
want of Individuality or Diſtinctneſs, is 


* Matter cannot have a Power of Thinking 
© or an Individual Conſciouſneſs ; and it 1s 
r only required that a Thing be an Indivi- 
* dual Being, in order to its being a pro- 
* per Subject of a Power of Thinking, or 


III. That though it were allowed, * that 
s Conſciouſneſs could refide only in an Indivi- 
dual Being; and alſo that That Individual Be 
5 ing muſt be an Immaterial Being; yet ev 
then the Soul would not be proved to be na- 
£ turally Immortal; that is, the Thinking Im- 
& material Being would not be proved to be Immur- 
© tal, but only the bare Immaterial Subject of 
£ Subſtance it ſelf; Becauſe Thinking is an Act 
* on which may commence after the Exiſtence 
* of its Subject, and may periſh or ceaſe to exilt 
© its Subject ſtill remaining. 

IV. © That if + an Individual Being can 
only be the Subject of a Power of Thinking 
then, according to the foregoing Argument, ei. 


ther it will be proved that Material Subſtanct if 


capable of Thinking, or elſe that neither is In. 


material Subſtance capable of it Becauſe ei 
ther ſeveral Particles of Matter, when united 


. 


_— CO * 
in one Syſtem, may become an Individual 
« Being, and be by the Power of God ren- 
© dred incapable of any Diviſion or Separa« 
tion by Natural Cauſes, and conſequentl 
© ben Object capable of Thinking, or e 
© Immaterial Subſtance alſo may as well be 
* conceived capable of Diviſion, upo | 
© poſition that Extenſion is not exc 

* of the Idea of Immateriality. _ 2 
V. © That if * from the Power of Think- 


ing, or Individual Conſciouſneſs, we can 
prove the Immateriality. of the Soul, an- 
„ © from its Immaterialit prove its 


. 


© n . @ Ka 7 * * 


ich * linmortality; then the Conſequence wy 
| 2 * be, that all the numerous ſenſibl 2 
* tures in the Univerſe are put in the fame 
Condition with Man, and made capable 
of eternal Happineſs as well as he; or elſe 
* to avoid this Conſequence, it muſt be ſip- 
* poſed, either that all thoſe Creatures are on- 
ly mere Machines, or elſe that their Souls 
: all be annihilated upon the diſſolution 
of their Bodies; Aud if ſo, then the proof 
© of the natural Immortality of Mes Souls 
* fromi their Immateriality, tends not to 
7 "ul that their Souls ſhall realy bs Immor- 
_ ta 0 | | : | 


| 1 
The Queſtion being of great Importance } 
and the Objections very ingenious, as con- 
taining in brief all that can be ſaid in Fa- 
vour of Matters being capable of Thinking; 
It is preſumed it may be acceptable 5 
unpartial Reader, to ſee a clear Anſwer given 
(o each of them as they are here repreſented 
in their fall Strength, tho' (for Methods ſake) 
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*. may reſide in a Material em, as = 
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at firſt publiſhed. 
10 the. Ff ft ,- vix, Phi 1a n IF 


 Poſed to do ſo, as well as any, 2 ou Indio 
er; It is anſivered, that tis fo far fro 
8+ 4 true, as 1s. alledged, that Matter of Fa 
2 4 bin and obvious, that. a Man cant = 
e, bit be will meet. with aterial Sytems 
rein there are Individual Powers , "which 
re not in every one, nor in amp one, of the Br. 
bs that © echimpoſe them, when talen apatt dud 


N Fonfidered fed: This, I fay, is ſo far from he · 


True, that, on the contrary , th 
abſotately, Blſe in Fact, and A fe bath 
- dir ug i fel Contradiftion in the Nature of the 
that any Power whatſoever hould 
Ahn or 1% in, any Syſtem or Cotnpoſi- 
tian of Matter, different from the Powers je 0 
Ading in the ſingle Parts. For the clea 
and more diſtinct Explication and Proof of 


Which Doctrine, it is to be obſerved that all 


as nothing elſe than the Sum or Fig regale 
0 


Powers or. ualzties may be diſtinguiſhed in- 
to three forts: 1, Some Qualities there are, 
which do ffrifly and properly ſpeaking, Mbere 
in the Subſtance to which they are aſcribed. 
And concerning theſe, it is evident a 
fsht, that every Power or Quality, that 5 
r can de inberent in any Syſtem of Matter 


of fo many Powers or Qualities « 


ela 


And, -mherent in all its parts. The Mn 

ende of any Body is nothing but the Sum of 

oa \Magnritndes of all its Parts. Its Motion, 18 
nothing 
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: {E983 
| nothing but the Sum of the Motions of all its 
Parts. And if Cogitation in like manner could 
poſſibly be a Quality really iberent in a Syſtem 
of Matter, it muſt likewiſe neceſſarily be the 
F Sum and Reſult of the Cogitations of the ſeveral 
Parts: And ſo thete would be as many diftin& 
3: WM Conſciouſneſſes,, as there are Patticles of 
Matter, of which the Syſtem conſiſts ; 
wich I ſuppoſe, will be granted to be very 
: abſurd. Compoſitions or Diviſions of Mag- 
mn iitude, varied in infinite manners to Eter- 
is tity, can produce nothing in the Whole Syf- 
h tem, no Quality or Power whatſoever ; but 
mere Magnitude; Compoſitions and Variations 
of Motion, nothing but mere Motian. And 
Hund may as well be added to a, Colour, or 
Colour to a Smell; or any Quality) be made to 


Power whatſoever ſhould be ſtipetadded,to; and 
rally made. to reſide in, any Compoſitum or 
Syſtem of Matter, without being made to 
inhere proportzonably in the Parts of that Whole, 
taken ſingly as well as together: This, I 
lay, is evidently and at firſt fight Frue, of 
all real Qualities, which truly and properly 
mbere in the Subject to which they belong; 
luch as are Magnitude, and Motion in Matter: 
2d, Other Qualities there are, which are vul- 
garly looked upon as Individual Powers, reſul- 
ung from and reſiding in Wie whole Syſtem; 
without reſiding particularly in each or any 
of its ſingle and original Parts; ſuch as zre 
the Sweetneſs of certain Bodies, their Colours, 
cc. But this is only a vulgar and very groſs 
Error. For neither do theſe Qualities re- 
lde in, or at all reſult from, the whole :Sy- 
| a. — ftem; 


ſubſiſt, without any Subjec at all; as that any . 


| 5 | 
ſtem, in any proper Senſe : Neither in ay 
'Senſe at all, in which they can be aſcribed 
to that Body or Syſtem of Matter to which 
they are vulgarly ſuppoſed to belong, are 
they truly Judi vidual Powers. In the 5 
place they are not really \Qnalities of the Syl: 
tem, and evidently do not at all in any pe. 
per Senſe belong to it, but are only Eyes 
occafionally produced by it in ſome other 
Subſtance, and truly Qualities or Modes of 
that other Subſtance in which they are pro- 
duced ; Thus the Sweetneſs of a Roſe, is well 
known not to be a Quality really inhering 
in the Roſe; but a Senſation, which is mere- 
ly in him that ſmells it, and a, Mode of the 
Thinking Snbſtanice that is in the Man. In the 
next place, thefe Qualities, in no Senſe where- 
in they can be aſcribed to the Syſtem of 
Matter, are Individual Powers, They are In- 
dividuals, only as they are Modes of the 
*Fhinking Subſtance that perceives them; but 
in the Bodies themſelves, they are only ſpecij. 
cally, not individually, ſingle Powers; that is, 
they are only a number of fimzlar Motions of 
Figures of the Parts of the Body. Nay, they 
are not always ſo much as ſpecifically fingle 
Powers. Thus Compound Colours, as certain 
Greens, for Example, which are Individual 
Modes in the Thinking Subſtance that perceives 
them, may in the Objects be nothing but 2 
number of Figures or Motions even ſpecificaly 
different, namely ſuch as uſually repreſent 
both Blue and Tellow. And the ſame may be 
faid of Heat, Light, Tafte, Sound, and all thoſe 
others which we call S:»fible Qualities. 2d), 
Other Powers, ſuch as Magnetiſm, and El-@n:- 


(43 


far} 
cal Attractious, are not real Qualitiec at all, 
reſiding in any Subject, but merely ahſtract 
Names to expreſs the Effects of ſome determi- 
nate Motions of certain Streams of Matter: 
And Gravitation it ſelf, is not a Quality inhe- 
ring in Matter-, or that can 'poſlibly veſult 
from any Texture or Compoſition of it; but 
only an Eßed of the continual and regular 
Operation of ſome other Being upon it ; 
by which the Parts are all made to tend one 


towards another. Under theſe three Heads 


muſt neceſſarily be contain d all poſſible Quali- 
ties, Modes or Powers uhatſoever: They muſt 
either be Qualities really inbering in the Subj elt 
to which they are uſually aſcribed; or Modes 
produced by it in ſome other Subject; or elſe 
mere abftra® Names, ſggnifying certain Powers or 
Effects that do not properly reſide. in any Subje& 
at all, And now the Queſtion is, among 
which of theſe Three ſorts of Powers muſt 
Conſciouſneſs or Thinking be reckoned.” I ſup- 
Pole it will neither be ſaid to be à nere abſtract 
Name, nor yet an Hffect produced in or up- 
on a Foreign Subſtance, ( as the. Sweetneſs or 
Colour of a Roſe, is not any individual Power 
in the Roſe it felt , but merely a Seyſation exci- 
ted in him that ſmells or ſees it;) but that 
it is certainly a. Power or Quality truly and 
really inhering in the Thinking Subſtance it ſelf. 
And therefore , if that Thinking Subſtance be 
a Syſtem of Matter, the former .Reaſoning 
holds ſtrictly and demonſtratively true, that 
the Conſciouſneſs, muſt inhere in all and e- 
very one of the Particles of that Syſtem, ta- 
ken ſingly, as well as together. To ſuppoſe 
any Power or Quality of this kind, ariſing 
from 


FT | 
from, or belonging to any whole Syſtem | of 
Matter, without belonging to the ſeueral Farte, 
of which:that Whole conſiſts, is a direct and 
expreſs Contradiction: Tis ſuppoſing either an 
_  Dniverſal to, exiſt, without Particular; or an 


Eſßed to be produced without a Cauſe, or to 
have more in it than was in the Cauſe; or 
that a Quality is by the Power of God made 
ſo to axiſe out of Nothing, as to be ſuperad- 
ded to a Subject, and to ſubſiſt without in- 
hering in that Subject, to which it is at the 
ſame: time ſuppoſed to belong. By this 1 
preſume it ſuſſiciently appears with. what 
poſſibility of Truth it is alleged, that the 
Particles of Matter which compoſe the Brain, 
may under that Modification either haue tbe 
Power of Thinking neceſſarily flowing fram them, 
or elſe may. have the Power: of Thinking ſuper» 
added to ;them by the Power of God, though 
ſingly and- ſeparately they may not bave the Power 
of Thinking. And it will eaſily he judged, 
whether it be indeed a Fallacy and à plain bey- 
Sim of the Queſtion, to affirm that an Indivi- 

dual Power, properly and ſtrictly ſpeaking, 
ſuch as Conſciouſneſs or Thinking muſt 
needs be acknowledged to be, can only pro- 
geed from, or reſide in, an Individual Beng; 
or whether the contrary be not rather de- 

monſtrated to be a plain Contradictioi. 


II. To the Second, wiz. That according 
to the Argument now under Conſideration, 
if not a Syem of Matter, yet at leaſt theſe 
. parate and diſtin# Parts of Matter, are "capa 
ble of having a Power of Thinking, or an Indi- 

vidual Conſciouſneſs ſuperadded to Each of mw 

|; | : ee ing 


a. 


dividual Being, in order to its being a proper 
Subject of a Power of Thinking : It is anſwered, 
Firſt, that ſuppoſing any Particle of Matter 
could be truly an Individual, that is, an 
Indiviſible or Indiſcerpible Being; yet it 
would not therefore follow, that it could be 
capable of thinking. For though Diviſibi- 
lity or Diſcerpibility in any Subject, is 2 
ſufficient Proof that That Subject is not ca- 
pable of ſuch an Individual Power of Think- 
ing; yet it does not from thence preſently 
follow on the contrary, that whatever is In- 
diſcerpible, is therefore capable of Thinking. 
Though the preſent Argument proves indeed 
only, that whatever is Diſcerpible, cannot 
Think; that is, that Individuality is a fe 
qua non, or a neceſſary Qualification without 
which no Subject can be capable of Think- 
ing; yet it does by no means exclude other 
Conſiderations, or at all imply that what- 
ever has this Property of Individuality, muſt 
therefore neceſſarily be capable of Thinking 
and cannot by any other Property be ren- 
dred, or by any other Argument proved to 
be, incapable of it. Though the want of Hudi- 
. duality or DiftinFneſs, is indeed the ſole Rea- 
Jon urged in the preſent Argument, why a Syſ- 
= ftem of Matter cannot have a Power- of Think- 
mg or an Individual Conſcionſneſs ; yet it ought 
not therefore to be ſaid, —- Only requi- 
red that a Thing be an Individual Being, in 
order to its being a proper Subject of a Power 
of Thinking. Beſides; Suppoſing any Particle 
of Matter could be truly. an Individual Be- 
ing, and alſo that upon that account (which 


7 * N 
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ſeeing it is only required that a thing be an Bl. 


{ 14 ] 1 
vet is by no means neceſſary) it could he 
capable of Thinking; yet ſtill the princi- 
pal part of the Queſtion would be certain 
and unavoidable, that a Thinking Being muſt 
be, if not immaterial, yet however naturally 
Immortal : For whatever is Indiſcerpible, tho 
it were ſuppoſed Material, could not by any 
Power of Time, or any Force in Nature, 
receive any ſuch Alteration, but that not on- 
ly its Subſtance, but even all its Qualities 
alſo, muſt naturally remain for ever unchanged. 
But then, Secondly, it is anſwered further, 
that the Suppoſition it ſelf of this Objection, 
is utterly impoſhble, viz. that any Particle 
of Matter can be truly an Individoal or 1n- 
diſcerpible Being. For it is neceſſarily in- 
luded in the Nature of Solid Subftance, 
ow ſmall ſoever it be conceived to be, to con- 
fiſt ſtill of Parts not eſſentially connected, 


and not at all depending upon each other 


for their Exiſtence. So that it is abſolutely 
impoſſible and cavern ones to ſyppoſe any 
Particle of Matter fo truly an Individual, 
but that by the Power of God (for the Pov- 
ers of Nature here are nothing to the purpoſe) 
it may be divided into two or more Parti- 
cles, which ſhall each of them ſeparately 
be as Perfect and Compleat Matter, and con- 
tinue to have all the very ſame Properties, 
as the whole Particle had before it was di- 
vided. Suppoſe then the ſmalleſt i magina- 
ble Particle of Matter, indued with Con- 
ſciouſneſs or Thought: Yer by the Power 
of God, this Particle may be divided into 
two diſtin&, Parts; and then what will na- 
turally and conſequently become of its Fw 

ef 
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er of Thinking? If That Power will conti: 


nue in it unchanged ; then there muſt either 


be two diftin& Conſciouſneſſes, in the two 
ſeparate Parts; or elſe the Power continu- 
ing in the intermediate Space, as well as in 
the parts themſelves, muſt there ſubſiſt with- 
out a Subject; or elſe, not the Material Sub- 
ſtance, but ſome other Thing, is the Sub- 
ject of the Conſciouſneſs. F the Power of 
Thinking will remain only in One of the 
ſeparated Parts ; then either That One Part 
only, had at firſt the Power reſiding in it; 
and then the ſame Queftion will return, up- 
on the Suppoſition of {ts being likewiſe div 
ded ; or elſe it will follow that one and the 
lame Individual Quality may be transferred 


from one Subject to another; which all Phi- 


loſophers of all Sects in the World, have al- 
ways confeffed to be impofſible. J, in the 
laſt place, it be ſaid, that, upon the Pivi- 
on of the Particle; the Power of Think- 
ing, which was in it, will wholly ceaſe; 
then it will follow, that That Power was 
never at all a real Quality inhering or reſt; 
ding in the Subſtance, (in which mere ſe- 
paration of Parts, makes no Alteration } 
but that it was merely an external Denommati- 
on, ſuch as is Rowdneſs in a Globe, which 
periſhes at its being divided: And this, E 
ſuppoſe, will be granted to be ſufficiently 
abſurd. There is no way to evade this Ar- 
gument, but by affirming either that a Par- 
ticle of Matter may be ſo ſmall, as that it 
ſhall not be in the Power of God to. divide 
it; or that if it be divided, it will con- 


ſequently and neceſſarily be annihilated ; 


(neither 


i 1 
(heither of which, I ſuppoſe, will be affirm: 
ed;) or elſe that the ſame may be argued 
concerning Immaterial Subſtance alſo; which 
is the Fourth Objection, and will be conſt 
dered preſently in its proper place. 

HI. To the Third, viz. That though Coy. 
Seiouſneſs were allowed neceſſarily to infer 
Indiviſibility, and Indiviſibility to infer Imma- 
teriality; yet even then not the Soul, the 
Thinkins immaterial Being , but only the bare 
Immaterial Subject or Subſtance it ſelf, would be 
proved to be naturally Immortal 5 ſince Thin. 
Ig is an Action (a Power it ſhould rather have 
been call'd) which may commence after the Ex- 
Hence of its Subject, and may ceaſe, its Subje@ 
fill remaining: It is anſwered, that the con- 
trary is evidently True; namely, that not 
only the bare Immaterial Subject, but the Sub. 
ject and the Power together, the Thinking In. 
material Being it ſelf, is hereby proved to be 
naturallj Immortal: Becauſe , whatever Sub- 
ſtance is wholly 71diſcerptble; is plainly, by 
Virtue of that Property, not only it ſelf in- 
capable of being deſtroyed by any Natural 
Power, (for fo alſo is the moſt d:/cerpible Sub- 
ſtance likewiſe ;) but all its @ualities and 
Nodes alfo, are utterly incapable of being al- 
fected in any meaſure, or changed in any 
degree, by any Power of Nature; For a 
real and inherent Qualities of any Subſtance, 
are either Modifications of the Subſtance it 
telf, or elſe Powers ſupzradded and con- 
nected to the Subſtance, by the immediate 
Power of God; And in either of theſe ca- 
ſes, tis manifeſt no Qualit) can be altered 
by any natural Power, which is not able 
to affect and make ſome Alteration (in the 

Diſpoſition 


— wa — ., 
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Difpoſition of the parts at leaſt) of the Sup- 
fance it ſelf s. which in an indiſcerpible Sub- 
ſtance tis evident cannot be done. The 
Soul therefore, the ole Conſcious Being, t 

Power of Thinking that reſides, in it, as well 
as the bare Immaterial Subject or Subſtance it 
ſelf ; (whatever may be ſaid concerning the 
Power of God in this Queſtion ;) will clear- 
ly, notwithſtanding what any Finite Power 
can do, of neceſſity be naturally. Immortal, 
The Truth of this Reaſoning is evident from 
what. we cannot but obſerve even, in the Ma- 
terial World , namely, that all. the .Changes 
which: are , cauſed therein by any Powers of 
Nature; are, Nothing but Changes of the 
Order and Diſpoſition, of the Parts of com- 
pound Bodies. The 3 and perfectly 
ſolid Particles of Matter, which are, (not 
indeed abſolutely in themſelves , but) te 
any Porrer of Nature, indiſcexpible; are ut- 


kerl incapable of having not only their 


Subſtance, but even any of their Qualities 
or Properties altered in any meaſure by 
any Power of Nature : As 1s evident from 
the Form or Species of thoſe we vulgarly 
call ſimple or elementary Bodies, remain- 
ing always unalterably the ſame,, and in: 
vt continually with the ſame Powers and 
ualities. | 


IV. To the Fourth, viz. That according 
to the Argument we are now conſidering, 
either a Sem of Matter, being by a ſtrict 
Union of Parts made an Individual Bei 


may become capable of Thinking ; or elſe I. 
| | G-- material 
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muterial Sublavice alſo may as well Be coricererd 
capable of Diviſion, and conſequently incapa- 
ble of Thought; ſuppoſing Extenſion not exoln- 
ded out of the Idea of Inmateriality: It is an- 
ſwered, that the Caſe is very different: Be- 
cauſe ſome of the yrſt and moſt obvious Pro- 
perties which we certainly know of ' Hatter, as 
its having partes extra partes, ſtrictly and 
properly ſpeaking, that is, its conſiſting of 
ſuch Parts as are actually uncomected and ate 
tyuhy diſtinct Berrgs, and can (as we fee by Ex. 
perience) exiſt ſeparately, and have no dependence 
one npen another; do neceſſarily and conſeſ- 
ſedly imply Diſcerpibility- But in Immate 
rial Beings we do not Frow of any ſuch Pro- 

rties, as any wiſe imply Difcerpibility. 
t cannot be collected from any Property 
we know of Them, but that they may be 
ſuch Beings as can no more be divided than 
Annihilated, that is, whoſe whole Eſſence 
may be neceſſarily One, and their Subſtance 
eſſentially indiviſible, upon the ſame Ground 
as their Exiſtence continues: Nay, the on 
Properties we certainly and indiſputabh know 
of them, namely Conſciouſneſs and its Modes, 
do prove (as has been before ſhown) that 
they 1 neceſſarily be ſuch Indiſcerpible Be- 
ings. As evidently as the known Properties 
of Matter prove it to be certainly a"*Piſcer- 
pible Subſtance, whatever other wknown No- 
pertzes it may be endued with; ſo evidently 
the own and confeſſed Properties of  Immit:- 
rial Beings prove them to be Hidiſcerpill, 
whatever other mknown Properties They likewiſe 
may be. indued with. How far ſuch Indiſcerpibil. 
ty can be reconciled and be confiftent * 
me 
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ſame kind of Ehauſon; that is, what un: 
krown: Properties, are joyned together with 
theſe krumm ones of Conſciouſneſs and Indiſ- 
cerpibility; is another Queſtion. of conſi- 
derable Difficulty, but of no Neceſſity to 
be reſolved in the preſent Argument. Only 
This: As the Parts of Space or Expanſon it 


ſelf, can demonſtrably be proved to be ab- 


olutely Iudiſcerpible; fo; it ought not to be 
mw o Inſuperable Diffcalty. to 8 
gine that all Inmaterial Thinking Subſtances 
(upon Suppoſition that Expanſion. 1s. not ex- 
cluded out of their Idea,) may be ſo likewiſe. 


V. To the Fifth, viz, That, by the fore- 
mentioned Argument, all the ſenſible Creatures 
in the, Univerſe are put in the ſame Condition 
with Man, and made capabl: of eternal Hap- 
preſs. as, well as he; or elſe that, to avoid this 


Conſequence , all thoſe Creature muſt either, be 


ſuppoſed to be only mere Machines, or elſe that 
their Souls ſhall. be anmbilated upon the diſſo- 
lution. of their Bodies, And if fo, then the 
Proof of the natural Immortality of Mens 
Souls from their Immateriality, tends not to prope 


that their Souls ſhall really be Immortal: It 


is anſwered, that, though all Senſible Crea- 


tures have certainly. in them ſomething that 


is Immaterial, yet it does not at all follow, 
either that they muſt needs be annihilated 
upon the Diſſolution of their Bodies, or elſe 
that they muſt he capable of Eternal Hap- 
pineſs as well as Man. This is juſt ſuch 
an Argument, as if a Man ſhould conclude, 
that whatſoever is not exactly like himſelf, 
can therefore have no Being at all; Or that 
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all the Stars of Heaven, if they be not enactly 
like our Globe of Earth, cannot poſſibly be 


any Globes at all. Certainly the Omnipotent 


and infinitely Wiſe God may, without any 
very great difficulty, be ſuppoſed to have 
more ways of diſpoſing of his Creatures, than 
we are at preſent let into the ſecret of. He 
may indeed, if he pleaſe, annihilate them at 
the diſſolution of their Bodies; (And ſo he 
might, if he thought fit, annihilate the Souls 
of Men; and yet it would be never the leſs 


true, that they are in their own Nature Immor- 


tal ;) or he may, if he pleaſes, without ei- 
ther annihilating them or ſuffering them to 
fall into a State of entire Inactivity, diſpoſe 


of them into numberleſs States, concerning the 


particular Nature of which, we are not now 
able to make the leaſt conjecture. I ſuppoſe, 
That Man does not do any great Honour ei- 
ther to God, or to the Chriſtian Religion, 
who will needs contend, that through a bound- 
leſs Eternity there ſhall never exiſt any thing 
in the immenſe Univerſe, but what muſt needs 
partake either of the Happineſs or Miſery of 
—_——_— | | ; 
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